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Scientists have no diffieulty defiiiing their 
disciplines by silbject matter and methodology^ but .h^umaniats/ howevec 
much they agree on Jl^e subject matter of the humanities, have no 
consensus about methodology. In the twentieth century truce resulting 
from the assumption that there can he no coexistence between the t^o, 
aclentists and humanists are content to be treated a§ separate but 
eguai> while social scientists claim to *be scientists wh^n it suits 
their purpose, Hijmanists produce knoifleage tfithout benefit of 
laBoratorieSiP spmetimea working like sci'entists, but their medium is 
the word^ and analogies^ striking examples^ and logic are their 
nonsciemtif ic proofs. These are the rhetdricians^ applying 
Al^stiotle's devices as a methodology for discoverlag proofs about 
questions that empirical sciences cannot handlei physics can explain 
how to builds nuclear reactor^ but not whether the reactor should be 
built. The isplications of the limits of science on coippQsi ti(5i 
research are that limitiiig study to onUy quantitative research or 
developing unrealistic expectations about what quantitativa research 
can deliver would ignore the mainstream of insight in rhetDrical 
theory |rgm Aristotle's time to today* (HTH) 
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ufiuinafjng if, 



^1 X , - • ' ■ . i^MfnOf cahflfiyes have besn miidr! fn jinfifnus 

^ ^ RHETORIC; , THE METHODOLOGY OF THEyHUMANfTreS ^ ^ miodcmn t^mw^ ' ' 

,^T0 THi iOUCAjlONAL RiiOU^iS ; ' ' ^ ! , . % ' \ - ' ^ Points of viBvv or bplnioni 

JNFORMAtlON^tNTEfl(iRlb)." • » lames RaVmOnd ^ . ■ u menjilDnotHpcossafiivfODresiiht^ i 

, • UQiii^^ - J - ^ .V/V^^ - \ posiiioh or pnliey . . 

^- . ' , ' ' "^^^ Rockefeller FourJatton 's specially appoincod Cbinmi.s^ion on the Humanities 
rSl ■ Issued its report last year. In it, you will find , among other insightful remarks, ' 

l^'- ■■• ^ . — . ■ '.■ - ' ^> ■ ' - ^ 

QS , passages this one, telling* you what the humani ^ ^ 
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The essence of che hunvanlties is a spirijt 'or an X 
^. ' ' ' attitude CQward humanity* They show how the individual / 

Is autonomou^ and at the game time bound, ^art tHe ligatures ' \ ^ 
of l-anguage and history, to Humankind across /time and ^ ^ 

^ thrioughout the world. The humanities are an important ' ^ " 

' ^ measure of the values and^ aspirations of any/fioclety. ^ 

^ Intensity and breadth in the perceptton of life and 
power and richness in works of the ImngJnation betoken \ ^ 

a people alive as moral and aesthetic beings, citizens in 
* Che fullest sense. They^base their eduCntion on sus taitiing 1 . 

princlpies of personal enrichment and civic responsibility 
They are sensitive to btauty and awaje of-their cultural 
heritage. They can approach questions of Value, no matter 
how complex, with inteliigence and goodwill,:' They can use - ^ - 
their scientific and technical nclUevements responsibly 
because they see the connectipns among science , technology, 
* and humanity. - ^ ' , , 

- . This is st irring language, no^' doubt ^^^^^id it expresses sentimOFits that ' 

ever,yone\^ln this room will, approve; But /he report has been' criticized for lust 

' y ^ ^ / ' ' ; - ^ Se- 

this sort of achievement: for writing^bout the humanities in words that will 

make humanists feel good about being .^^umanis ts , but that will fall to enlighten 
scientists, eng^eers,, or politicians about how hurifanists operate. The report 
preaches fco the converted; it fa/ls to define the humanities as a discipline or 
as a collection of related disciplines in a way ^ that practicioners of other 
discipllnes_ can grasp'. 

Scientists, have no problem in defjining their y lsclpline&. A. discipline 



in general, they*wpurd "say ; subject matter and a mGthodology The 

methodology of science is hyporhetic^-indlctive rGsearch, and there is a fairly 
general consensus about what that^Gntalls despite some quibbling over fine points 



. .. . ... : . = , , , yf . . = ■ ^ ' 

■ t c^f science varies with; Che name of the^ spiei^ce; Physics is ^he ' 
ippllcatiori of hypochetico-inductive research to matter and energy^ thk varioys 
sutdlsciplines within physics^-^e\g. , acoustics , optics, m^chairics, th^rmodynainlcs 
Gryogenlcs, etcet . — consist of the appllcatiori of t^re same methorfolagy to corra- 
sponding subsetsjof the general categories matter and energy. - V 
;. Humanists p of course, have little troable agreeing on the suBject matter* 
< of. humanities^ but there, is no consensus about methodology , , In general^ the 
subject jnatter Includes, as the Rockefeller Commission reminds us, language^, 
literatures, history, philosophy , the arts, t|e history and comparison of 
■ religion and law, linguistics, archeology, ethics, and even "those aspects of 
the soctat-sciences which have humanistic content and employ humanistic methods." 
But there's the rub. What arg humanistic methods? The report does not say • 
Like other recent commentaries about the state of the humanities, It laments " 
the fact that humanists seem unable to tell each other, much less other people, , 
how they do what ^they do and how their me thods . rel ate to methods in other fields:' 

The need to interrelate the humanities , social sciences, 
*5clence, am] technology has probably never been greater than 
today. . .^VJhetHer because of frustration^^ misunderstanding, ^or 
indlfference,i however , collaboration among humanists, scientists, 
and ^ technicia^hp is insufficient* In universitie's and in public 
1 lif e, th6 impiession persists that the humanities and sciences / 
form two separate cultfures, nelthpr intelligible to the other. 

In jnodern times ^ the dis juncture between science and o^fc+ref^^^^d e,s of 
inquiry begins with Auguste^ Comte, the French(^athematician and philosopher who 

is rega^rded as the father'of positivism. According to Comte only the empirical 

^ ' ■ ' ' P ' ^ 

disciplines were worthy.^of the name "science**; the others were dismi&aed as mere; 

"speGulat ion, Freud, too, cont^buted to the disjuncture, particularly in the ' " 

last of his New ' Int r_6 due t o r y Ujclures on^ Psj^ o^^Anrf l y s 1 s , which is not only a 

eulogy of the scientific mGthod, but a bitter att#ack on those forc^^ that 

habitually or gccasionally fail to limit themselves to inductive reasonings — : 



;;«>amei^ art\ philosophy, and rellgiofi, the tracUtionai terrain of vhumariisrrt. 
^- "Therp Is ni^ other source of knowledge of the universe," Freud'says. "but thi 
inttellectual\manipulatlon.of carefully verified observations, in'Lct, whd.t is 
, /called Tesear£h, and . . . no knowledge can be. obtainfed froin rejdel-fftf oru^tntljitioff.' 
, or Inspiration." As if he had anclclpated the f ra/ile' iruce 1. A. Richards was 
^ te'establlsh^becween. poetic and sclenttfie ^iscouVse. Freud goes on t, declare that 
; . th^re iS; no possibility of coexistence:^/ * ' 

It is inadmlssable to declare that science is one field 
.: • *• . ^ °f humap intellectual activityi and that religion and 

philosophy are. others, at^ least as valuable . . ^ . The 
bare fatt is that truth cannot be tolerant and cannot 
■ admit ■comproinise or limlta'tions, that scientific research 
IPo'^s on the whole field of human activity as Its cwn, and 
must adopt an uncompromisingly critical attitude towards 
. any other power that seeks to usurp any part of its 

f province, (pp. 874-875) 

j. In the same lecture Freud inveighs against those who claim to have a* 

truth "more comforting and more ^nobling than anything you cquld ever get ' 
from science," truth "in a different and higher sense" (p. 880). The ordinary 

man will not fall for that sort of' talk, Freud- says . "The ordinary man knows'. 

only one trOth— truth in the ordinary sense of the word .... . Truth seems * 

to him as rittla capable of having degrees as death*' (p. 880), 

\ - ■■'^ ^ ^ " ' ' ■■ ' 

, Althdugh Freud was attacking defenses of religion In this passage, he 

might just as well have been attacking any apology for humanistic studies, 
including the Rockefeller Commission's report, that merely posits and praises ', 
the validityfaf its methodology without, taking the troubles to establish it 
fiystematically, ' . . 

' , , • • ■ " " • 

Nevertheless , an uneasy truce has prevailed between the sciences and the' 
.humanities, •during the twencleth century, not^ a rruce based upon mutual understanding, 

but on the a|g4ption. chat no genuine mutuality Is' possible, an ass^^^ • 
reinforced by I. A. Ric^ards's comfortable distinction between scientific ' . : 

and ppetic discourse,, by Ornsteln's differentiation of" the 
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functlonsof tWt brain 's hemlsphefee, ^an more ImRortantly by the' realities ' 
of Oniversiy, pqlltics and tconbiiiics, With s^entlst and humanists Ronteht 
to be treated as separate but equal (though no^' really bell eying the ""eqjual*' ' 
part) while social scientists hover between the two, Claiming to be scientists 
when sclence>u/ifcs .their purposes, but not. always limiting themselves to 
generallz-atlons that can be vetlfled with the certitude bf science. ' ■ — 

In reality there is a clear and definite relationship, amoni . th 
niethodo4^gies of academic inquiry, and ;the best way td discover It is simply 
' to look acfoss:^:any unlversityjcampus and determine/how th^ 
producing new 'knowledge go about produtlng itf. THose who are producing scientific 
knowled|e as Comte ^and Freud described it are easy enough to locate Because 
they all have laboratories or collections of specimens used in empi rical / ^ 
research. Among Che non^sclentis ts th&re are two groups- thofie. wlio have'' , 
constructed self-contained symbol systems , (i. e,, the logicians, the mathematicians, 
and the computer scientists) and those "who haven ' t , Already a rela tionship^l . . 
is emerging, The^^^nrplriGal. sciences use mathematics for proof, but the converse ' ' \ 



is not true. In other wordo, the method of science Is to descr4.be empirical data 

^in /mathematical and^logic^l termp, but the method of mathematicst and logic Is^ in 

^ - ' \^ ' ■ / ' ^ ' ^- 

the purest form, Indifferent,, even inimical to ettiplrlcal application/ ^ ' 

The third group on pampus-^those who are producing knowledge about 

language^and .literature, the arts , history , phlloiophy^ comparative r^llgipn^. arftd 

law, human and social behavior, without the benefit of laboratot^es or special - ^ 

I . ^ ; ^ ^ . . : ' ^ 

symbol systems^ sometimes work as if they war^ scientists— insi*sting^ on empirical 
evidence and statistical probabirity, ' But tlieir habitual medium is the word, 
and they often use non-scientific proofs in thelfi-discussions ^ analogies that 
obvloffsly limp, striking .examples rather than random samples, speculations about 

chains of causality involving human motives that are inscrutable in any scientific. 

' \ ■ . . ^ ^ ' ' ■ 

sense- or variables more numerous than actuaries- can account for. 
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. ■ ^hese are- nat tht alGhemists or the npc romance ^s. They are 'the' rhetoric^ians. 

The|f„are .applying, the devices t^at Aristotle' outlined "In hia fejiecoric as a « . ' , . 

V methodology for dlscON^erlng about ^uestfons , that nel thar« dialectic nor 

empirical science can handle. Albp them pri™arlly to ' , ' 

political aiid. legal Issiies and fo public diacourse. it 1^ " . 

. ■ : ■• ■ , >■ , ■ ; ' ■ " 1 • , . ■ ■ , ■ ■. . ■ - 

%on^scierJfiflc^ proofs he described in che Rhetoric are ap^llJed today in ytrtualljr 
eveTy fleld^ndt limited to a lattftratoty, - ^' \. - 

: - ' T^e,e l^s ^ fourth-Voup, ^^^^^^ those who make things rather than 'knowledge . 
,'Thls «roufr includes- all tiio^ «e consider applied, particularly; ' 

'engineering and the fine ^s. ' . V ■ 

, Whac emerges, from- 'thd^ Rurvey Is not'. a hostile ' . ' ' 

standoff between incompatible met1,odolQgi;es. but^ a set of nesting boxes, each 
largerjfhan the other^ the- methodology of mathemaclcs ,(whl|:h "is^ duduc-tive reason 
JroB, assumed premises), is^the spllest b^^^^^ the' methodology of the laboratot;y ' ' 
. science, is a lar^ger box, ir^ludlng the.^rij^ also includihg ' 

. --Pi^lcal observation and ±n^^^^ the methodoAgy . . 

.^of the^humanitMs., is a s^^^ including the ^rinelpia mathematica 

as well as obUrvation and induction, blat also Including a kind' of proof that " ' 
sqience-and mathematics cannot includ«==rtamely . -the enthymeme. a line of " 
reasoning that Is^ merely probable, llie methodd^gy of the artists and engineers-- 
. the creators.^miy. ultimately def y .defini t ion ; consciously or 'unconsciously, 

ehgineers employ phySics and matbematicSj and artlsis, draw upon every to ther field 
both for the medium and the- matter of" their works . ' • 
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On another occasion I iu^^ that the classical llnes^ of proof—^ g, , 

analogy, dialectic^ example— appear in a slightly differ in each) bf 

these modeslof Inquiry^ 1 also pointed^ out that the nesting bpkes represent ' 



# hierarchy of, certitude, the pinnacle of which is math 



ticss as well as a 



hlfrarchy of reductiveness , the pinnacle of which Is mathematics again. In 
other words, greater degrees of cercltude are always .achieved at the cos^t^ of * 



reductiveness . Mathematics^ as a number of philosophers have observed * may '^be 

thfe only sure form of knowledge, because it is a self-contained system, purely- 
.ratlonai, unsullied by the uncertainties inherent in empirical observation . 

Empirical science is mora useful but less certain^-more useful because it describes ; 

physljcal rather than rational events , but . less certain because its descriptions 
^Ara^always stibject to revislun imposed by new data, always liTnited by the inaccuracy 

of measurements.. Rhetoric, applied to the humanities or to-any other field, is'even* 

. ■ ■ ■ _ . ^ ^ 

less Gertaln than science, but also more usefuli because It deals with questions that 
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scienfemechod^ltglcally excludes i:q esthetics, 
meanihg, 'politlcp^ justice, causality Involving human motives, and causality 
^involving an ind^te,i^inate nuinber of variables* In short, physics can tell us- ^ 
: l^ow to build a reactor^ tut it cannot teU us we ought to build^ 

one, or whether, oti balance, the costs will outweigh the benefits. ^ * . 

One effect of .clarifying . rte methodology of the Jiipanl ties is to define 
more clearly the limits of scienie. * Freud, of course, like^many spientists 
.after him, believed that science had /do limits. He imagined that science could 
eventually address^ any question ("scientific research looks on the whole field 
of human activi ty as its own* 'V ci te^ aboviB) , even solve '*che riddle of the 
universe" (p, 88^ , if it were -giyen enough time. The only limits be ./ 
acknowledges are these' "negative c|^araccerisc ics , such as that It -^sciarice^l 
limits itseU to t5ruth and reject^ illusions" (p. 884)'and td^'H^hat is, at any ; 
given time, Knowab lie" (p, 874). 

This last linTitacion marks che boundary between science and rhetoric, 
for what is knowable in a'sclencifiq sense is only what can be verified by 
empirical data;, Unfortunately J the burning Issues in politics , economics, 

pedagogy, and forelg^, policy arte not Che sort that ^ » 

, ■ -f - ■ r ^ 

can be convenient ly' Resolved by empirical data, and som*' of them could not be " 

■[(■/ I / ■ ' 

resolved emplricall;^ jegardless ^ of the Inconvience, because they are unmanageable 
by scientific techd|quGs. phese are the issues that .require humanistic methods, 
not for resolution '{since resolution Is often impossible), but for judgment and -v 
decision, ^ The proper use 6f .methods, then, begins by Identlfing a subj ect. matter ^ ' 
and determining, the nethod appropriate to deal with it* This suppose , ;is what 
Aristotle had in minfd^wheh he said words to the same effect at the begifining of 
the ^^g j lonmchea n Etf^4s:_l "It is the mark of ^ educated person'^tb^ look .for ^ 
precision in each cl^ss hi things Just so far ak the nature of the subject admitsr 
it is evidently equaily /foolish to accept probaple r^asonlrtg from a mathematician 
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and to demand from a frhetorician scIsf 



5ofs" (Book 1, Chapter 3)* 



^ . . Physicists violate the liraits cjf their 'dlscipHnes when -they precend to speak : 
, ; ,M physicists In advising us. to Build -or to "avoid building, nuclear rjactors . A / ' ' 
/ . proper Judgment .in this matter must be fully <ln|Qrmed by ^clenclfic data, but it ' " 
.cannot be resolve^ by thcsft^^^^ ■ We Judgment--wHethe^ to bui W or not; to bulld^- 
wlll necessarily b<.based ^upon uncerM^ , 

Preud himself violates the boundaries of science in the same4ecture In" which ' 
m establishes them. ■ The violation dccurs in a highly .charged pass ag^ in which ' 
he argues that the whole notion of God as a father; as the origin of life and of ' 
.^ ethical precepts. Is in fact a sublimation of an infantile depenllence upon our ^ 
bioXpglcai fafthers.' whom as children we regarded as wise, omaipotent. arid .protective, 
afid also as,6he arbltersoif proper behavior. (pp. 875-876) The analogy- is of coursp ' 
■ stunning ., as all good rhetorical analogies are. But" it Is not ■ conclusive in the 
way that syllogisms or equations are concausive,- not even conclusive in' the way that 
^ well constructed experiment is c'onciusive. Freud is not^ practicing ^lence in - 
this passage, but rhetoric and whether we agree with his conclusion or not we must * 
admit- that he is a -good rhetorician. If religious studies are still considered part, 
of the Humanities, we might even ^ay that Freud has momentarily lapsed into humanism, 
• or risen to it. if you prefer, or at least stumbled on it. 

This is not to suggest tbac Freud should have refrained from humanistic speculation 

emtlrely; "had he done so, he could not have ventured even an opinion about the value of 

* ■ - " . » 

psychoanalysis, since questions of value are, when pushed far enough, based upon 
asaumptiohs that cannot be empirically verified. The point is that Freud should ' 
.have known to distinguish his scientific disqovferies from judgme-nts he supported 
with other kinds of proof. Ironically,, Freud himself is now largely neglected by 
generations of behavioral scientists who consider much of his most important work 
to be deficient in the, kind of research he extols in his lecture on science'. 
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rile iniage of the noting bpxes^ may be more us aparCheid- 
not because it is more. ecumenical in its e¥fects, or because it more aGcuratery 
reflects the physiology of the brain, br becau* it quells'an unnecessary ^cor^flict ! 
between sclant^lsts and humanists , b^t simply because it better deJcrlS^s what . 
scientists and humanists actyally do^ The^est scientists^ either refrain from 
making humanistic judgments, or they realize that they are not speaking as'^stientlsts " 



when they make these judgments. Conversfely, the best^ humanists first discover 
s what -science can say about a ^given subject before making judgments about whit it 

' cannot say. ' \ ' * ' - * 

, To vba fair, the respansifililty to recog^ze methbdoldgical boundaries works In 

mora Jthan one direction. The fact that many scientists have neglected to learn how 
humanists work is only half, of the. absurdity resultlng^rom the traditional split 
between the disciplines; equally absurd is the humanists' assumption that they have 
no need" to learn by experiende what science can do before they endeavor to Identify 
and solve problems that science If incapable of addpessing. In this light it should 
be clear thft^.t!ie current debate amonfe anthropologists , .historians, lin-guistg, and 
philosophers about the extent to which their research should be limited to' empirical 
. data is a false issue.. When Ihey are dealing^with questions that can be resolved 
by empirical datM, they 'have a responsibility to employ the scientific method. When 
they are deilmg with questions that science cannot resolve, thay have a responsibility 
to employ . orlcal proofs, and not to pretend that they are speaking as scientists. 
It would be not only irresponsible^ but unnecessarily limiting for these researchers 
to deprive themselves of either methodology In the name of greater rigor or greater 
range. / ' . - 

But y^at has all this to do with Freshman English? In a larger sense lt*suggests 
a caveat abont the direction in which research In this field should go, Braddock, 
Lloyd-'Jones, and Schoer once remarked that "Today's research In compostlon • , . may 
, be compaTed to chemical research as it ame'rged from the period of alchemy^" That 

ERIC ^ _ ^' - 



coi#arlSQn', together with the current popuiarlty fo Kuhn^a-fhe Structure oi^ 
Scientific -Revdlutions , miy lead us to the dangerousf .conclusions that resear.ch in^ 
composition ought to recapitulate the evolution or^clentific research , aiul that no 
new insights into the nature of writing are valid unless they are supported by Z 

. scores, and levels of significance; No one denies that what can be quancified, ought 
to be q^anclfied/ but to limit ourselves to quantitative research, or even to develop 

* unrealistic axpectations about what quantitative research can' deliver (which is the j 

4 ■ ... ■ • _ ^ 

more seductive temptation) woul^d be to deprive ourselves of' the mainstream of 
Insight in rhetorical theory from antiquity^to Che present day, • . 

, But closer %p Monday morning, and Erf lOl , if composition can be conceived of 
as instruction in the kind of thinking that writin^makes possible, it is Important 
: for those of us who teaclTS^ to have a clear notion of what that kind of thinking 
ite and how 4t differs .from other legitimate modes of thought. Freshman English 
may be the only^vestige of. general education or some .campuses , the only required 
course in which students can be taught to make the distinctions that Aristotle * 
regarded as characteris''tlc of the educated person. In this sense. Freshman English 
may be the last hope for the Jeffersoalan ideal that college students shoufld become 



educated before they learn how to earn a /living 



i^d 



James C. Raymond 

The University fof Alabama 
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e J^omanltles in American Life, p. 2, 

Humanicles In American . Life . p. 6.. ' ■ ■ ' 

' ';. ' *"^f" ^"''^^^"^^^'^^y Lectures on Psyc^^ j."h. Sprott, ' ; 

, The J^otf Works of ligm^ , 

Wori£^ R. M.^Hutchins snd>. J. ^dlef, eds, (Chicago: Encyc4o^aedia Britannica . . Tnc . , 
•1952), p. 874. Subsequent citations in the text Tefer this edition, ■ ^ 

. - '■Nichomactiean Ethics;" -tr. W. D, r6ss, Thf^Works of Aristotle, vol. ^9 , 

of the Great Books of the Weste^ ejp^^ 
- (Chicago r Encyclopaedia- Sritannlca", Inc. j 195*)', pp. 33'9-340. ' 

I ^Mchard B^dock, Richard Lloyd-Jonete,^and Lowell- Schoer^ Research 1ft 
Writiten Composition (Urbana: NCTE, 1963) p 5 ' ' " 

Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure M Scientifie . Revolutlo^>Chicflgn. University 
of "Chicago Pr^ss, 1962) . • , . ' ' 
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